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technotogy avallable for mlmmlz:ng adverse envnronmental 1mpact. “The apphcatlon beforev the
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Over 448 million Striped Bass
.Over 2 billion Bay Anchovy

Even N]DEP s‘own expert: agrees that PSE&G’s: assertxons were not:qredlble and were: not backed

report p- x1) And "... the actual total bxomass ofﬁsh lost to the ecosystem s’ at ieast 2 2 tlmes
greater than that hsted" by PSE&G. (ESSA Report: p- 75)

ESSA Technologies' 154 page review of: PSE&G s permit. apphcatmn documented ongomg
problems with PSE&G's:assertions-and findings:including bias, misleading conclusions, data gaps,
inaccuracies, and misrepresentations of their findings and damage Some examples of ESSA's
findings:

‘o With regards:to fisheries data and populatxon trends ESSA said "The:conclusions of the:
‘analyses generally-overextend the data or results.” (p 1x)

e ‘PSE&G "underestimates biomasslost:from the ecosystem by perhaps: greater than 2-fold." (p
xi) ... the actual total biomass of fish lost: to theecosystem ... is atleast 2:2. times gréaterithan
‘that’ llsted in the: Apphcatlon (p.‘_ﬁ‘ 3

o “Inconsistency in the uiseof terminology, poorly defined terms, and a tendency to draw
conclusions that are not supported by the information’ presented detract from the rigor ‘of this
section and raises:skepticism-about theresults. In particular, there is.a tendencyto draw
subjectwe and unsupported conclusions about the importance of Salem's impact on RIS finfish
species.” (p: 77)

® Referrmg to’PSE&G's discussion and presentation:of entrainment mortality rates ESSA found
PSE&G's “discussion:in this section of the Application to be. misleading." (p. 13)

‘The ESSA report-contained'no less: than 51 recommendations for-actions-which PSE&Gmeeded to
take on its 2001 permit application’ before DEP made its‘decision;but that did not happen.. Itis.
our understandmg that while NJDEP: pursued some:of these’ (whxch ones we:do not know because
it was not referenced in the draft permit documents) m: ny of them were never addressed, and
still others were turned into:permit requirernients'to be dealt with over the next 5 years..

In addition to ESSA recommendations, NJDEP received comment from the State:of Delaware and
USF&W, both of whom conducted mdependent ‘expert-review of the permiit application:materials
and found important problems with samphng, data, analyses’ and: conclusxons

While we are urging you today to:hold the:applicant to. high. standards Tconclude bere-stating the.
fact that because Salem.is: clcarly havingan-adverse’ cnv;ronmental lmpact on the: hvmg resources
of the Delaware Estuary and River;. regard]ess of PSE&G! S, self-servmg claims'based on. faulty
scientific studies, the Clean Water Act. requires "that the: locatlon, design, ‘construction,and:
capacity ofcoolmg water intake structures reflect the best’ technology available:for minimizing
adverse.environmental impact.”
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The: wet!ands -expenment fails:to reduce the’ nmpmgement ‘andfof enfrainment. impacts of Satemand.
'mervefore does riot fulfill the; requmamems of 316(h), PSE&G is unable'fo.demanstrate that,thezr wellands
‘experiment; even-if suceessful (wh:ch is:doubtful at. best);’ actuauy provides beneﬁts tothe estuary-
ecosystem.

e PSESG failed to conduct any.baseline data that would demionstrate whether or not food and habitat
were hmmng factors for the - aquatic oommumhes of the Deiaware River systen J therefore

- & The sustamabomy ‘of the wellands phragmitas reducﬁon is dependen: on annual heducade
tréatment. ; ” L ;
PSE&G has: failed o demonsbate t
{ y site

3 isgmnés femoval. ("Tmated' srtes) PSESG
‘study. area, fish abundance was similar at-all
phragm:ees dommated srte at Allaway Creek
 domi

a higher divarssty of spec:es anda, higher )
. ¢ atc ﬁsh as compared to: me reference. marshes, fomge studresmdxcated that food
.habsts f the fish.were: s&mllar between the restored sa!t marshes and‘the, ference marshes

PSE&G'S miugauonlmstomﬂon effons “@re not mlﬁgahng the: imp(ngemont and entrainmant Impacts

of the Salem: faeility:.

PSE&G datd and, .analysison the record as of 2003 does: not demonstrate an mcrease in: baywlde
abiinidal va!ues the: tati Al ica P

oohirheruai and réuizéhonél ﬁshmg organlzébbns:a 1d, busmases

PSE&G has: been givenovera dewde to: ‘canty out its gitermiat y ‘strategy for "mmgating the 4mpacts of
Salem. . it ha 1 inablé to'demonstrate this prog of
New. Jersey ‘ités time to'hold PSE&G accountab
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